Introduction
T he third justification President Bush and Prime Minister Blair offered for the invasion of Iraq was phrased in humanitarian terms. The matter of humanitarian war is historically closely associated with the practice of punitive war. As Chapter 3 discussed, it was referred to by Hugo Grotius in connection with the question of who exercises jurisdiction in cases where the natural law is violated. More recently, humanitarian war has been treated in terms of an exception to the general rule of nonintervention in international society. This is still the standard legal approach to what is usually known as "humanitarian intervention." Humanitarian war, this approach suggests, is justified as a via negativa in exceptional cases where some instance of horrific human rights abuse enjoins that the default ban on international border-crossing is overridden. Yet when Bush and Blair sought to justify the invasion of Iraq in March 2003 by reference to humanitarian arguments, both leaders stressed a much more robust conception of humanitarian war. They variously sought to justify the war as a means of promoting a more just world order and exporting democracy and human rights to Iraq and the Middle East while still relating their case to the language of the just war tradition. The liberation of Iraq, Bush told us, is a just cause. This chapter examines Bush and Blair's humanitarian justifications for the invasion of Iraq, paying special attention to its correspondence with the just war tradition.
This chapter argues that the idea of humanitarian war presented by Bush and Blair actually reflects quite closely the classical idea of the just war, as it is presented by James Turner Johnson. This prompts a number of interesting questions relating to whether it is actually the restrictive twentieth century approach to humanitarian intervention, rather than Bush and Blair's justifications for invading Iraq, which is out of step with the classical thrust of the just war tradition. It also begs us to further examine Johnson's recovery of the classical just war idea. This mostly pertains to the question of whether a presumption against war or against injustice resides at the core of just war thinking. This question points us toward the difficult matter of how we relate current just war thinking to the historical development of the just war tradition. In this regard, it will build upon the contributions of Chapters 2 and 3 on this issue.
This chapter aims to accomplish two objectives. Firstly, it aims to present an account of Bush and Blair's humanitarian justifications for invading Iraq, and to locate these justifications within the context of twentieth century just war thought. Secondly, it is concerned to examine how we might relate this twentieth century just war thought (as well as the arguments offered by Bush and Blair) to the broader historical development of the tradition. Johnson's reflections on these questions provide the pivot for this examination. Much of the second half of this chapter is dedicated to analyzing the manner by which Johnson seeks to account for the historical development of the tradition, and the place that Bush and Blair's arguments (and indeed twentieth century just war thought) occupy within it.
The layout of this chapter is quite straightforward. The first section examines the humanitarian justifications offered by Bush and Blair for the invasion of Iraq. It contends that the character of these justifications differed markedly from the conventional treatment of humanitarian war in twentieth century just war thought, which is dealt with in the second section. This section discusses the twentieth century approach to humanitarian war/intervention as an exception or via negativa. It relates this approach to the broader, prevailing notion that the use of force is always morally problematic and that a presumption against war stands at the beginning of just war reasoning. The third section discusses Johnson's rejection of this approach, paying particular attention to his claim that it represents a perversion of the just war tradition properly understood. The final section turns to Johnson's reconstruction of the tradition. It aims to analyze both the manner by which he accounts for the historical development of the just war tradition and his efforts to locate twentieth century just war thought within this narrative. The basic objective of this chapter is to consider how Bush and Blair's humanitarian justifications for invading Iraq correspond with different approaches to the just war tradition.
Bush and Blair: Justifying Humanitarian War in Iraq
Bush and Blair both presented a humanitarian justification for the invasion of Iraq. Blair often alluded to this justification as the "moral case for war." 1 His point in so doing was to emphasize that this was an argument that was
